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Mr. Weisberg's request for the spectrographic analyses. In the 
first place., It j.s obvious that the question of Mr. I'ensterws-lcl *s 
entitlement to access to the Ray extradition documents was 
entirely unrelated to the issue as to whether the Freedom of 
Information Act required disclosure to Mr. Weisberg of the 
spectrographic analyses (the extradition documents wore, of 
course, not a part of a FBI investigatory file). Moreover ^ . almost 
a moftth before his June 4 letter to Mr. Weisberg^ the Attorney 
General had advised Mr. Fensterwald (by letter of May 6, 1970) 
that [w]hether or not the [extradition] documents you seek arc 
technically exempt under one or more of the .provisions of § 552(b)., 
I have determined that you shall be granted access to them 11 (J.A. 
43). At no subsequent point was that determination withdrawn by 
the Attorney General. c Thus ^ insofar as the Attorney General was 
concerned^ on June 4^ 1970 there remained no issue whatsoever 
respecting whether the Ray extradition documents would he 
disclosed to Mr. Fensterwald. 


In sujti, insofar as we are aware , there has been only one 
other attempt to compel the disclosure under the Freedom of 
Information Act 'of the spectrographic analyses hereinvolved -- 
that of Dr. Nichols. . That attempt was resisted on precisely the 
same grounds assigned by the Government in the present litigation. 
And while,, after voluntarily dismissing his complaint,, Nichols 
then brought a second suit„ he chose not to renew his claim of 
entitlement to the analyses (although he did reassert an entitlement 
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to some? of the other material associated with the assassination). 
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brought his second action that he was net entitled to tne analyses 
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in view of the seventh exemption to the Act* 0 ' T . f . . C . rr j2 (1) ) (7 ) . 
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